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ABSTRACT ’

The popular belief that providing learners with a
list of the behavioral objectives for a set of instructional
materials will increase their learning from the material was
unsuccessfully challenged by this brief experiment. Sixty-four
university students enrolled in an audiovisual education course were
divided into 4 groups. Each group was presented either with all the
objectives, a partial list of objectives, or no objectives at all
prior to the viewing of the film. After seeing the film the groups
were tested. The results unequivocally supported the facilitating
role of pre-instructional presentation of objectives on the
post-instructional learner attainment objectives. The explanation of
this phenomenon was that the presentation of objectives enabled the
learner to focus his attention on relevant material. (MC)

[T

;\-‘..AJ‘ eI | et T e v S e b




-~

Emoile T

33

ED 072645

U.S. OEPARTMENT OF HEALTH.
EQUCATION & WELFARE
OFFICE OF EDUCATION
THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION ORIG-
INATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPIN-
IONS STATED DG NOT NECESSARILY
REPRESENT OFFICIAL OFFICE OF EQU-

CATION POSITION OR POLICY.

THE USE OF INFERRED OBJECTIVES

WITH INSTRUCTIONAL FILMS

Patrick E. Smith, Kenneth C. Roberts and Curtis L. Taylor

Arizona State University

¢ \"?’_«

I - N . e




Abstract

THE USE OF INFERRED OBJECTIVES
WITH INSTRUCTIONAL FILMS

Patrick E. Smith, Kenneth C. Roberts and Curtis L. Taylor
Arizona State University

“This experiment was conducted to determine the effects of providing
learners with instructional _ob jectives prioi: to instruction with non-
objectives-based materials from whick the objectives were inferred by the
experimenters. Sixty-four university students were randomly assigned to
one'of four treatments in which they received either no objectives; a
partial list of objectives, or a complete list of objectives for an
instructional film viewed together by all groups. Mean scores on the
18-item criterion test, which contained one item per objective, were
significantly higher for Ss receiving objectives than for Ss receiving
no objectives. Learners who received partial lists of objectives-did as
well as legrners who received no cbhjectives, thus indicating that
presentatioa of objectives did not appreciably limit their attention

to content not relevant to the objectives.
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THE USE OF INFERRED OBJECTIVES
WITH INSTRUCTIONAL FILMS!

Patrick E. Smith, Kenneth C. Roberts and Curtis 1. Taylof2
Arizona State University ’

A popular belief among instructional design personnel is that pro-
viding learnmers with a list of the behavioral objectives for a set of
instructional materials wili increase their learning from the materials.
Support for this belief can be found in Mager's (1962) statement that
"If you give the learner a copy of your objectives, you may not have to
~do much else," as well as in tﬁe writing of other ;utﬁorities.

Recent evidence on the effects of presenting objectives to learners
prior to instruction is contradictory. Some studies (Allison, 1964
Blaney and McKie, 1969; Dalis, 1970) indicate positive effects from such
a procedure, while other studies (Jenkins and Deno, 1971; étedman, 1971)
indicat; that the availability of objectives does not affect performance.,
Generally, the studies yielding positive results from presentation of
.objectives to learners have involved use of materials that were not
originally desveloped to implement learner attainment of specific obiec-
tives, whereas the investigations in which presentation of objectives
was not effective involved use of objectives-based materials that were
-well designed originally. It seems plausible, therefé:e, that presenta-
tion of objectives may enhance post-instrucfional performance only when

explicit objectives have not been specified prior to development of the

1This research was conducted at Arizona State University under
Contract No. F41609-71-C-0027 with the Aerospace Medical Division, Brooks
Air Force Base, Texas.

2Now at Colby College, Kansas.
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instructioﬁ and when the instruction does not incorporate such principles
of good instructional design as knowledge of results and learner practice
of the criterion tasks.

Presentation of objectives prior to instruction should also be
considered in terms of its effect on learner performance on the portions’
of the insttuétion'not related to the stated objectives. If, as Kibler,
et al. (1970) speculate, the presentation of objectives enables learners
to focus their efforts on acquiring relevang behaviors from instruction
and to limit their attention to the remaining instructional material,
one might expect that learners would perform better on the objectives
presented to them and less well on the remaining material than would
learners who did not receive a list of objectives. Thus, when contrasted
with a group receiving no objectives prior to instruction, learnefs pre-
sented with a partial list of objectives might be expected to perform . >
better on the objectives contained in their 1list but not as well on the
omitted objectives. Presumably, learners in the '"no objectives" group
would distribute their attention more evenly over the instruction, theréby
acquiring more content related to the objectives not included in the

partial list.

Most materials used for instru:cional purposes are not developed on

A b L

the basis of pre-specified objectives and are not well designed to
facilitate learner attainment of objectives. If the presentation of a
set of objectives for such non-objectives-based materials does indeed

facilitate learner attainment of these objectives, then performance on

these objectives can be improved simply be inferring the objectives for
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the instructional materials and presentiﬂg them to the learners prior to
their use of the materials. It is like}y, however, that the instruc-
tional materials include content and potential objectives which were
considered to be important by the original developers of the material,
but which wére not included in or directly relevant to the objectives
inferred later by other individuals: If presentation to learmers of thé
set of inferred objectives causés them to concentrate heavily on.the
objectives-related content, it may have the effect of inhibiting their
achievement with respect to the content not directly related to the
inferred objectives.

The purpose of present study was to determine the effects of presen~
tation to learmers of lists of objectives inferred from non-objectiées-
based instructional materials on the learner's post-instructional per-
formance on both the instrrctional objectives presentéd to him and 6n
content not directly relevant to these objectives, Prior to instruction,

groups of learners were presented with no objectives, partial lists of

objectives, or a complete list of objectives inferred from a non-objectives-

based instructional film. Following showing of the film, all groups of
learners were posttasted on all objectives. 'Performance of each group
was then analyzed both on the objectives (if-any) included in the 1list

presented to the group prior to instruction and on the objectives not

incliuded in this list.

Method

Subjects. The subjects were 64 university juniors and seniors enrolled

in an audio-visual education course for pre-service teachers at Arizona

State University.
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Instructioﬁal Materials and Procedures. Two types of materials, the

film and the lists of objectives, were employed in the study. The film,
The Remarkable Schoolhouse, produced by CBS Television, 1967, served as
the instructional material. This 25-minute color film descrives: the
organization and activities of three "innovative" school systems in the
United States.d

The instructional objecfives for the film were inferred by the
experimenters on the Basis of film's content. Two of the experimenters
independently developed lists of objectives for the film. Eighteen ob-
jectives were common to both lists and were therefore selecéed to serve
as the final set of inferred objectives'for the film. Three additional
objectives appeared on only one of the two lists and consequently were
eliminated from the final list.

The list of 18 inferred objectives was used as the b;sis for con-
stituting four treatment groups. As each §:entexed the classroom for
his regular audio-visual education class, he was assigned at random
(without his knowledge) to one of the four groups and was given the in-
struction sheet appropriate to his particular treatment. A total of 16
Ss were assigned to each group. The content of the instruction sheets
for the four groups differed as follawé:‘

Group 1 - all 18 objectives’

Group 2 - the nine odd-numbered objectives

Group 3 - the nine even-numbéred objeétives

Group 4 - .no objectives, but directions to § to pay attention to

details and examples
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A statement preceding the list of objectives on the instruction sheets

indicated that the objectives represented tasks that S would be expected
to be able to perform after seeing the film.

At the beginning of class, Ss were informed that th;y were partici-
pating in an experiment to determine the effects of in;t:uctions on view-
ing a film. §s were also told to work only with théir own instruction
sheet and not to take notes during the £ilm. Four minutes were then
allowed' for Ss to re;d their particular set of instructions. Following

this four-minute period, the film was shown to all Ss. Auditorium lights

remained on during the film presentation at a level high enough so Ss

could read their instruction sheets.

y

As described above, the éfur treatment groups differed experimen-
tally only with respect to the:content of the instruction sheeés dist;ib-
uted prior to theéfilm. The b%sic instructional material (the film) was
the same for all four groups.

A criterion test was administere& to all Ss iﬁmediately following
the showing of the film. The test consisted of one completion item per
objectiye, or a total of 18 items. In order to determine the relationship
between pre-instructional knowledge of objectives and post-instructiona}
performance on the objectives, the criterion test performance of each

group was computed separately on the nine odd-numbered and rine even-

numbered objectives, as well as across all 18 objectives,
Results

The criterion test mean scores are shown in Table 1 for each treat~

ment group on the total test and on the items for both the nine odd-
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numbered objectives and the nine even-numbered objectives,
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It can be seen from the table that the total scores ranged from a high

of 12.00 for the group receivfng all 18 objectives (Group 1) to a low of
8.62 for the group receiving no objectives (Group 4). A one-way analysis
of variéﬁgg‘on total test scores yielded a statistically significant
F-ratio (F=S.6é, df 3/92, p<.01). A Scheffe test of between-group déffer-
ences revealed that on the total tesF all three groups receiving a par-
tial or.ccmplete list of objectives scored significantly higher than the
group receiving no objectivés. The grcup receiving all 18 objectives
(Group 1) also scored significantly_higher than the group receiving even-
numbered objectives only (Group 3). The other between-group differences
in total test scores were not stétistically significant.

Table l-feveals that, on the test items for the odd-numbered
objectives, the two groups that received a list of the odd-numbered
objectives prior to instruction (Groups 1 and 2) attained mean scores of
6.19 and 5.94, as contrasted with means of 4.44 for each of the two
gréups that did not receive the odd-numbered objectives prior to instruc-
tion. A one-way analysis of variance yielded a statisticaliy significant
difference (¥=8.28, df 3/92, p<€.0l) in mean test scores for the odd- .
numbered objectives, A Scheffé test revealed that the mean scéres of each
of the two groups receiving the odd-numbered objectives were significantly
higher than the means of each of the two groups not receiving odd-numbered

objectives.
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On the test items covering the gxgg;numbered objectives, the mean
scores for the two groups that receiéed lists of even-numbered objectives
(Groups 1 and 3) were 5.8l and 5.87,§as coupared with scores of 4.68 and
4.18 for the two groups that did notireceive copies of the objectives.
The one~way analysis of variance for mean test scores On.even-numbere&
objectives also yielded a statistically significant difference (F=4.16,
df 3/92, p&.01). The group that received even-numbered.objectives only
(Group 3) scored significantly higher than bofh groups that did not re-
ceive lists of even-numbered objectives. Group 1 (all objecgives) scored
significantly higher than the no-objectives group (Group 4), but the
differencé between Group 1 and Groub 2 was not significant.

Data relevant to the effecté of presentatjon of ubjectives on
learner performance on the content not related to the presented objec-
tives are also contained in Table 1. Learners who received partial lists
of objectives (Groups 2 and 3) performed equally well or slightly better
on the test portion for which they received no objectives than did
learners who received no objectives at all (Group 4). Thus, learners
who were presented with a'list of objectives apparently did not pay less
attention to the non-objectives-related content than learners who re=
ceived no objectives and who consequently might be expected to distri-

bute their attention more evenly over the instructional material.
Discussion.

The present study was conducted to determine the effects of present-
ing the learner with a set of‘instructional objectives prior to instruc-

tion with non-objectives-based instructional materials from which the




objectives were inferred. Effects of presentation of the objectives were
investigated both with respect to post-instructional performance on both
the objectives presented to learners and on other objectives inferred
from the instructional material but pot specified for the learners.

The data from the study indicate unequivocally the facilitating
role of the pre-instructional presentation of objectives on post-instruc-
tional learmer attainment of objectives., Significant differences in
post-test mean scores were consistently observed’ in favor of groups who
receivad the instructional objectives prior to instruction. Among pairs
of treatment groups in which one group received more objectives than the
other, all of the 13 possible comparisons on part-test and whole-test
scores favored the group receiving more objectives,

The present findings differ markedly from the recent results ob-
tained by Jenkins and Deno (1971) with the pre-instructional presenta-
tion to learners of the instructional objectives of well-designed pro-
grammed materials. These differential findings lend support to the
notion that presentation of objectfves to learners is most effective in
facilitating performance on non-objectives~based materials that do not
* systematically .icorporate good principles of instructional design,

One explanation for the potential ef;ectiveness of providing the
learner ﬁith a statement of objectives prior to instruction has been
that the objectives enable him to focus his efforts on acquiring rele~
vant behaviors from instruction and to 1limit his attention to less

relevant material (Kibler, et al., 1970). Although learners who re-

ceived partial lists of objectives in the present study did perform




betrer on the tasks for which they received objectives, they also per-
formed as well on the tasks for which they.did not receive objectives
as did learnérs who received no objectives at all. These data suggest
that the learners who received partial lists of objectives also gave
at least an equal amount of attention to other ;ontent (i.e., content
not related to the objectives in their list) as did individuals who
received no cvbjectives.

While the present study provides evidence of the effectiveness of
use of inferred objectives with non»objectives-baseé instructional
material, addiiional research is needed to determine the generalizabil~
ity of the present findings to other instructional conditions and
materials. It seems likely, for ethple, that even better results may
be obtained from use of objectives with textual material under condi~
tions where learners are allowed to take notes and to allocate their
time as desired to the material. Since learners can differentially
control their exposure time to various segments of printed material to
a much greater degree than they can with a film, they should be able to
concentrate as heavily as they desire on objectives-relevant content,
On the other hand, learmers viewing a film are exposed rather auto-
matically to both the objectives-relevant and ;bjectives-irrelevant
content, whereas it may be eqsier for a learner to skip or minimize his
attention to objectives-irrelevant cu...ent in tentual material. There-
fore, learnérs who receive inferred objectives for texﬁual material prior
to instruction may perform less well on content not related to these

"objectives than learners receiving no objectives, Further research
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on use of inferred objectives should be conducted with a variety of non-
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objectives-based materials to determine the types of materials and con-

ditions with which such objectives can be used most effectively.
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Table 1

Criterion Test Mean Scores by Treatment

Mean Test Scores

Treatment 0dd-numbered objs. Even-numbered objs. Totals
Group* (9litems) (9 items) (18 items)
- ]

1. All 18 objectives 6.19 5.81 12.00 °
2, 9 odd-numbered -

objectives 5.% 4.68 10.62
3. 9 even-numbered

objectives 4.44 5.87 10.31
4. No objectives 4.44 4.18 . 8.62
*N = 16 per group
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